The Impact of Opportunity and Necessity Based Start-Up on the Choice of an Economic Sector in Tunisia  by Zaouali, Nejia et al.
 Procedia Economics and Finance  23 ( 2015 )  1411 – 1419 
Available online at www.sciencedirect.com
2212-5671 © 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Selection and/ peer-review under responsibility of Academic World Research and Education Center
doi: 10.1016/S2212-5671(15)00468-2 
ScienceDirect
2nd GLOBAL CONFERENCE on BUSINESS, ECONOMICS, MANAGEMENT and 
TOURISM, 30-31 October 2014, Prague, Czech Republic 
The Impact of Opportunity and Necessity Based Start-Up              
on The Choice of an Economic Sector in Tunisia 
Nejia Zaoualia*, Islem Khefachaa*, Lotfi Belkacem* 
a
 Faculty of Economic Sciences and Management of Mahdia, University of Monastir, Tunisia 
*Laboratory Research for Economy, Management and Quantitative Finance, IHEC, University of Sousse, Tunisia 
Abstract 
In this paper we studied the relationship between the profile of the business creator and the characteristics of the sector in which 
he chooses to create his activity in terms of firm size and job creation. The objective is to study the impact of necessity and 
opportunity motivations on the probability that an individual chooses a particular sector rather than another. Based on a 
Multinomial Logit analysis of a sample of 420 cases provided by the Tunisian GEM 2012 Project, we can conclude that the 
necessity and opportunity motivations do not have the same intensity in each economic sector.  
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1. Introduction 
A central issue in the analysis of new venture creation is the identification of factors underlying this decision. 
Amit and Muller (1994) show that the decision to start up a new enterprise is the outcome of two decisions: some 
new ventures are undertaken as a result of a dissatisfaction process with his/her current situation, whereas others are 
undertaken as a desire to pursue an opportunity. 
The concept of opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship were introduced for the first time within the context of 
the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor by Reynolds et al. (2001). The distinction between these two types of 
entrepreneurship becomes so important in entrepreneurship research. Different terminology has been used to address 
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this distinction. For example, Vivarelli (2004) refers to "defensive" and "innovative" motivations, while Giacomin et 
al. (2007) elaborate on the "recession-push" and the "demand-pull" theory. Necessity entrepreneurship has also been 
referred to as the "refugee effect" in Thurik et al. (2008). 
Why does an individual take a series of social, personal, cultural factors and financial risks that are associated 
with starting up a new venture? Individuals decide to engage in entrepreneurial activity because of fruit of a 
diversity of circumstances and motivations (Hechavarria & Reynolds, 2009 ; Kirkwood, 2009 ; Bhola et al., 2006; 
Khefacha et al., 2014). Opportunity entrepreneurs decide to start a business in order to take advantage of opportunity 
(earning big money, being autonomous, creating one's own job, developing new products), while a necessity 
entrepreneurship is a need based (escaping unemployment, obtaining prestige, perpetuating the family tradition).  
The classification of entrepreneurial behaviour in terms of opportunity and necessity implicitly results from the 
push-pull concepts. Shapero (1984), Gilad and Levine (1986) and Giacomin et al. (2007) shown that creating a 
business is a result of two types of motivations: positive factors that 'pull' and negative situational factors that 'push' 
people into entrepreneurship. Push motivation is usually understood as the unemployment-push family pressure 
and/or dissatisfaction with the present situation in general (Audretsch and Vivarelli (1996), Foti and Vivarelli 
(1994), Ritsilä and Tervo (2002).) Examples of 'pull' motivations are the need for achievement (McClelland and 
Winter, 1969), the greater desire for independence (De Jong, 2013), the ability to innovate (Schumpeter, 1934) and 
the locus of internal control (Shapero, 1984). 
Several empirical research has shown that necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs differ both in terms of their 
socio-economic characteristics and of their entrepreneurial behavior (Verheul et al., 2010; Block & Sandner, 2009; 
Hechavarria & Reynolds, 2009; McMullen et al. 2008; Hughes, 2003).  
Smith (1967), Smith and Miner (1983), Lafuente and Salas (1989) have shown that there is a link between the 
profile of the entrepreneur and the characteristics of firm he decides to create and on the choice of economic sector. 
In this paper we adopted a microeconomic approach and we looked to the creator. We studied the relationship 
between the profile of the business creator and the characteristics of the sector in which he chooses to create his 
activity in terms of firm size and job creation. The objective is to examine whether, the necessity or opportunity 
motivations have an influence on the choice of an economic sector.  
The paper is structured as follows. After introduction which is presented in section 1 above, the second section 
contains main empirical results in the literature about the relationship between opportunity/necessity 
entrepreneurship and the profile of the business creator. Section 3 presents our sample, data collection procedure, 
measures and variables. Section 4 develops a Multinomial Logit analysis and discusses the findings. Section 5 
concludes and sets up future research extensions. 
 
2. The necessity motivations versus opportunity motivations: main empirical results in the literature 
 
Several scholars’ recourse to a variety of approaches to understand the process wherein potential entrepreneurs 
choose to start new businesses and others do not. Since the decision to become an entrepreneur may be plausibly 
considered as voluntary and conscious (Krueger Reilly & Carsrud, 2000), it seems reasonable to study the reason 
behind the decision.  
Shapero (1984) argues that in the new venture creation process there is no single variable or factor can determine 
exclusively the outcome of the process. Hence, a substantial entrepreneurship research literature indicates that the 
socio-demographic traits, human capital resources and attitudes towards entrepreneurship identified do explain 
creation decision in varying degrees (Wagner and Ziltener, 2008).  
In this section we put the accent on the empirical evidence of the relationship between opportunity/necessity 
entrepreneurship and the profile of the business creator. 
From an economic perspective, an individual choose to become an entrepreneur when he expect that life-time 
utility from self-employment is higher than the life-time utility from paid-employment (Knight, 1921). Undoubtedly, 
the expected life-time utility is based not only on monetary determinants. In this context, researchers have 
approached the study of entrepreneurship decision-making process through the analysis of non-monetary returns like 
the individual’s age, qualification, work experience, or risk propensity (Cromie & O’Donoghue, 1992). However, 
the predictive capacity of these strategies was low (Reynolds et al., 2004). In this vein, Ajzen (1991) showed that 
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intention-based models seem to offer a better understanding of the influencing factors and may constitute the best 
predictors of planned behavior, particularly when behavior is rare or difficult to observe. 
In this context, Block and Wagner (2006) showed that opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs differed in their 
personal characteristics as well as the levels and determinants of their earnings.  
Research on the link between gender and entrepreneurial motivation has contradictory findings. Wagner (2005) 
finds a significant impact of being a man on the probability of being an opportunity nascent entrepreneur versus 
being unemployed or in paid employment. Giacomin et al. (2007) find that being a man has a positive effect on the 
decision to start a business. 
As for gender, Reynolds et al. (2001) find that age has a different effect on opportunity and necessity 
entrepreneurs. Particularly, Block and Sandner (2009) observe that opportunity entrepreneurs are older than 
necessity entrepreneurs. 
However, Block and Wagner (2006) find no difference between necessity and opportunity in terms of formal 
education despite that in Wagner (2005), the number of professional degrees is significantly positively related to 
being an opportunity nascent entrepreneur. 
As for the academic level and age, there is no consensus on the extent of the influence of work status to the 
decision to start up a new business. 
Some authors (Audrestch et al., 2002; Evans & Leighton, 1989) showed that unemployed individuals are more 
likely to take entrepreneurial decision than those having a steady job. In this framework, individuals engaged in full-
time work are less convinced by the idea of starting up their own business than unemployed ones, part-time workers 
or students.  
Nevertheless, this point of view contradicts what was Reynolds et al. (2004) exposed in their study by showing 
that people in full or part-time work are more likely to set up their own firms than the unemployed or those 
employed in other categories or work.  
For Ritsilä and Tervo (2002), the impact of unemployment on firm formation differ according unemployment 
short or long period: individuals in unemployment for a short period (1 to 8 months) are more likely to set up their 
own firm than longer term unemployed individuals (9 to 12 months). 
Besides, in the entrepreneurship literature, the role of pressure in decision-making has been studied mainly for 
persons and groups that the entrepreneur has close, frequent and intimate contacts. These key individuals including 
friends, family, and close business contacts can actively support or not an entrepreneurial venture. Especially, 
Wagner (2005) showed that family influence appears to have a positive and statistically significant effect on the 
probability of becoming an opportunity entrepreneur.  
Finally, Empirical research shows that push and pull factors can be simultaneously present when an individual 
starts a venture (Verheul et al. 2010). Instead of a binomial push-pull (necessity-opportunity) classification, there 
exists a continuum along which entrepreneurs can be classified (Giacomin et al. 2007; Solymossy 1997). 
 
3. Methodology and database 
In this paper we focus on a case study in Tunisia. The purpose of the present study is to analyze the impact of the 
necessity or opportunity motivations on the choice of an economic sector. To put into practice, we estimate a 
multinomial logit model to study the impact of necessity and opportunity motivations on the probability that an 
individual chooses a particular sector rather than another.  
Data for this study are taken from the National Tunisian Global Entrepreneurship Monitor Survey, 2012, based 
on the analysis of a sample of 420 cases. This follows the standard GEM survey methodology, i.e. a telephone 
survey of the adult population of Tunisia. Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) is widely acknowledged to be 
the best source of comparative entrepreneurship data in the world (Shorrock, 2008) and has been utilized in studies 
published in leading journals (Bowen and De Clercq, 2008). 
The Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) project is an annual assessment of the entrepreneurial activity, 
aspirations and attitudes of individuals across a wide range of countries. Initiated in 1999 as a partnership between 
London Business School and Babson College, the first study covered 10 countries. It is important to note that 
Tunisia joined the GEM project in 2009, and has participated in all subsequent studies except 2011. The GEM is 
gathered on an annual basis from two main sources: adult population survey and national expert survey. It collects 
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data on people in the process of setting up a new business as well as those who own and manage running businesses. 
GEM proposes to measure entrepreneurial activity by estimating the number of people who are in the phase of 
creation of a new business and those who have just set up a company. 
To do this, it makes a distinction between ‘necessity entrepreneurship’, defined as people who view 
entrepreneurship as the best option available and not necessarily the preferred option, and ‘opportunity 
entrepreneurship’, defined as those who engage in entrepreneurship out of choice (Acs 2003; Bosma et al. 2012; 
Hechavarria and Reynolds, 2009). GEM has found that the prevalence rate of necessity entrepreneurship is 
positively associated with national economic growth, and is strongest when countries highly dependent on 
international trade are excluded (Reynolds et al., 2001).  
To establish a choice of an economic sector we notice the following explanatory variables: individual 
characteristics (gender, age and education) and necessity/opportunity motivations (Improve income, Need for 
independence, unemployment and family pressure).  
 
                       Table 1 Variables Descriptions 
 
Variables Description 
Gender =1 male =2 female 
Age 
=1 [18,24[ 
=2 [25,34[ 
=3 [35,44[ 
=4 [45,64[ 
Education 
=1 primary school 
=2 secondary school 
=3 higher education 
Necessity/opportunity motivations 
Improve income 
Need for independence 
Unemployment 
Family pressure 
Economic sectors 
=1 Agriculture 
=2 Industry 
=3 Trade 
=4 Service 
=5 Construction 
 
4. Empirical results and interpretation 
 
Based on the random utility approach, the entrepreneur is always assumed to select the alternative that maximizes 
utility.  However the utilities are not known to the analyst with certainty and are therefore treated as random 
variables. This utility function U is composed of two terms: the observed element is a linear combination of 
individual characteristics X (like age, gender and education level), the necessity/opportunity motivations variables Y 
(like Improve income, Need for independence, unemployment and family pressure) and the firm characteristics Z 
(like size, target market). The unobserved element which corresponds to the unobserved variables affects the 
individual choices. This utility function is written as follow: 
 
 
(1) 
 
 
An entrepreneur, labeled n, faces a choice among J economic sectors. The entrepreneur obtains a certain level of 
utility from each economic sector. An entrepreneur chooses an economic sector i if and only if  
 
 
(2) 
 
 
njjnnnjnjnj ZYXVU HJEDH   
JjjiUU njni zt ,max
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The choice is probabilistic because the measured variables do not include everything relevant to the entrepreneur's 
decision. This fact is represented by the random terms. The choice probability of an economic sector i is equal to the 
probability that the utility of an economic sector i is greater than or equal to the utilities of all other alternatives in 
the choice set. The Multinomial Logit model is derived from the assumption that the error terms of the utility 
functions are independent distributed, identically distributed and Gumbel-distributed 
This can be written as follows:  
 
 
(3) 
 
 
 
(4) 
 
 
We estimate the effect of necessity and opportunity motivations on the probability that an entrepreneur chooses to 
create his business in a specific sector rather than another. To make this, we suppose 5 sectors (agriculture, industry, 
trade, construction and service) as dependent variables and some explanatory variables related to individual 
characteristics, firm characteristics and opportunity/necessity motivations. Our sample contains 420 entrepreneurs of 
which 51% are men and 49% are women where73% aged between 25 and 45 years. Ours results indicate that a large 
majority of entrepreneurs, 65%, have a primary and a secondary education. These entrepreneurs are usually the son 
or daughter of entrepreneurs who have left school or college to take up business on their parents.  
 
Table 2 Sample Characteristics 
 
Sex  Male 
51 % 
Female 
49 % 
 
Age [18, 25[ 
12 % 
[25, 35[ 
37% 
[35, 45[ 
36 % 
[45, 64[ 
15% 
 
Education No diploma 
6 % 
Primary School 
23 % 
Secondary School 
36 % 
Higher 
School 
35 % 
 
Economic sector  Agriculture 
24 % 
Industry 
14 % 
Construction 
5 % 
Trade 
31 % 
Service 
21 % 
Location Grand Tunis 
21 % 
North 
24 % 
Center 
39 % 
South 
15% 
 
Necessity/opportunity 
motivations 
Independance 
21 % 
Improve Income 
24 % 
Unemployement 
37 % 
Family 
Pressure 
12% 
 
 
 
To estimate the impact of these variables on the probability that a creator chooses a particular sector we used a 
multinomial logit model in which the construction sector is a reference. The table 3 above gives the results of the 
logit regression.  
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                     Table 3  Multinomial Logit Model of the Sector Choice 
 
 Agriculture Trade Service Industry 
Individual 
characteristics 
Individual characteristics 
Gender  
female  
 male  
 
ref 
0.132* 
 
ref 
0.256* 
 
ref 
0.138* 
 
ref 
0.345* 
Age  
[25,34[  
[35,44[  
[45,64[  
 
ref 
-0.056* 
-0.013* 
 
ref 
0.038** 
0.026* 
 
ref 
0.026* 
0.017** 
 
ref 
0.013** 
0.075* 
Education  
Primary school  
Secondary school  
Higher education  
 
ref 
-0.542 
-0.362 
 
ref 
0.672* 
0.491* 
 
ref 
0.125** 
0.324* 
 
ref 
0.234* 
0.228* 
Firm characteristics  Firm characteristics 
Firm size  -0.433** -0.513* -0.258** 0.258** 
Target market  
Local market  
National market  
International  
 
ref 
0.284 
0.657 
 
ref 
1.845** 
2.356** 
 
ref 
0.742** 
0.232* 
 
ref 
0.214 
0.123 
Necessity/opportunity 
motivations  
Necessity/opportunity motivations 
Need independence  1.521 1.203* 2.201* 2.140** 
Improve income  1.022* 1.233* 1.325* 1.322* 
Unemployment  0.022* 0.056* 0.133 0.257 
Family pressure  0.578* 0.245* 0.325* 0.289* 
Observations  420 
R2  McFadden  0.396 
 
Regarding the individual variables the results show that the sex has an impact on sector choice if the creator 
decides to create. New business creation in these sectors increases with man. Wagner (2005); Orhan & Scott (2001); 
Reynolds et al. (2002) and Hisrich & Brush (1985) observe that there are more necessity entrepreneurs among 
women. 
Age has an impact on the sector choice. To create in the agriculture sector decreases with age whereas for trade, 
service and industry, creation increase with age because the farming sector is not the priority of the government. 
Younger are not encouraged to create in this sector characterized by seasonal and cyclical factors. In the literature, 
Block and Sandner (2009), Bhola et al. (2006), Block and Wagner (2006) and Wagner (2005) observe that age has a 
positive impact on necessity entrepreneurship. However, for Bergmann and Sternberg (2007), age does not seem to 
have an impact on the probability of necessity entrepreneurship. 
The education level does not seem to have a statistically significant impact on the agriculture sector compared to 
individual who create on trade, service and industry. These sectors require more qualified labour than agriculture 
sector. According to Block and Sandner (2009) ; Block and Wagner (2006), the educational level of the entrepreneur 
does not seem to be different between these two types of entrepreneurs. For Bhola et al. (2006) and Robichaud et al. 
(2006), opportunity entrepreneurs are characterized by a higher level of education. On the other hand, Bergmann 
and Sternberg (2007) conclude that the level of education does have an impact only an opportunity entrepreneurship 
The target market (national or international) has an impact on the probability to create in the trade and service 
sectors. 
Finally, we analyze the impact of necessity/opportunity motivations on the sector choice. Unemployment has a 
positive impact on the choice of agriculture and trade, contrary on industry and service sectors. Unemployment is a 
necessity motivation. In order to leave unemployment, Tunisian creators choose a smaller businesses on trade 
service and businesses based on natural resources including farming because of low barriers to entry. Table 4 below 
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shows that the probability to create in agriculture (41%) and trade (30%) will be higher when the creator is driven by 
unemployment. According to Block and Wagner (2006) and Robichaud et al. (2006) unemployment seems to be a 
predominant feature among necessity entrepreneurs, as shown by Block and Wagner (2006) and Robichaud et al. 
(2006). 
The need of independence is another entrepreneurship motivation that is more present in the industry sector 
(30%). To be autonomous has a significant effect on the choice of the economic sector.  
In agriculture sectors, compared to trade and service sector, there is a higher probability that an entrepreneur start 
his business because of family pressure. These entrepreneurs are usually the son or daughter of entrepreneurs who 
have take a business on their parents. (Giacomin et al. 2011) have shown that only the necessity motivations «need 
for independence » and « family pressure » appear to have an impact. 
At the macroeconomic level,  (Block and Wagner 2006) observe that necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs 
differ in terms of economic sectors. At the microeconomic level, (Giacomin et al. 2011) conclude that the necessity 
and opportunity motivations do not have the same intensity in each economic sector. The findings of our research 
confirm these results. 
          
                   Table 4  Probability of the Sector Choice 
 
Necessity/Opportunity   
Motivations 
Agriculture Trade Service Industry 
Unemployment 41% 30% 5% 12% 
To be autonomous 20% 15% 5% 30% 
Increase  income 5% 15% 40% 20% 
Family pressure 35% 10% 10% 20% 
 
 
5. Conclusion 
  
Entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial culture are receiving an increased amount of attention in both academic 
research and practice. The different fields of study have focused on the analysis of the characteristics of potential 
entrepreneurs and the firm-creation process (Khefacha et al., 2014; Krueger et al., 2000; Reynolds et al., 2004).  
In this paper, we have particularly analyzed the impact of necessity and opportunity motivation on the choice of 
economic sectors. Up to now, few studies have been interested in the impact of socio-economic characteristics of 
individuals on their opportunity or necessity motivations (Hessels et al., 2008; Bhola et al., 2006). 
In this concluding section we highlight a number of our findings that are of particular interest for research and 
policy. First of all, our analyses show that the profile of creator in term of sex, age, level of education have an 
impact on the choice of economic sectors. There are however significant differences between these two 
entrepreneurial profiles (Block & Sandner 2009; Bergmann& Sternberg 2007; Robichaud et al. 2006; Bhola et al. 
2006;Block & Wagner 2006; Wagner, 2005; Djankov et al.2004; Reynolds et al. 2002). 
For more detailed analysis, a logit regression estimated. It appears that necessity and opportunity motivations 
have an impact on the probability to choose a sector rather than another. In particular, our findings indicate that the 
need for independence, to improve income and family pressure appear to have a significantly impact. In fact, our 
analyses show that agriculture and trade  are more sensitive to necessity motivations. Compared to Service sector, 
there is a higher probability that an entrepreneur will start his business because opportunity motivations related to 
the increase of income. On other hand,  the need of independence is more important in industry sector. 
The knowledge we will gained from this research can be helpful in many ways. Thanks to the results obtained, 
we are better able to understand what is happening within the creation of new business. In fact, when an individual 
oriented his career towards entrepreneurship, the necessity or opportunity characteristics of the firm creation have an 
influence  his choice in terms of economic sector. 
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There is a great deal of potential for further research in this area. As a future work, we can examine what are the 
characteristics of these sectorial differences between the two types of entrepreneurs. We think it would be 
interesting to explore if there is a difference between necessity and opportunity entrepreneurs in terms of the 
creation process implemented by the creator. 
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